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Pu i \ in i \m ids > i k I m is < s s Xi1 w< \ f t ov< . 

- - v inc *. c rciu'clioi claims 1-26 

under 35 U.S.C 101. 

Claim] 

In answer ic? Appellant's argument, with respect to claim 1 , the examiner states: 



E-varahter mpcctfitliy «<;ti;s fiiat dahvi 1 ;t::jt:iti'v pgrtitwctiitg a m«mer> 
> produce a fir;;- group w" memory eisimN aori a st-cood group of s«i.'>«ory 
ll»e entries ol ) i < > ! s raile}, ami 

0 < jv 5 v o;" ! v i on i ;oe;siorv esitrkii. if t a iU 

i , u h 

1 saminef f s , cation d t o 
.(•am eos.iairss no discussion of partitioning a memory device to produce the 

V ! t Sit! dint ! U < s < > the 

iios; discusses partitioning a siisgie memory entry iaio nv<j or marc 

as. St vyobM appear that AppikaaS would have the board b«ft«ve that the 

.^Ift assed i« the dt.ed } < » > ' * md to tfee 

S > iOVvi ! x - ! i i_ i j I s «uf ti 

• recites that a memory entry is partitioned iou> sua-eHtrfcs. The coed 
t « edfie - o s v i ie.S> si ) s ieeii I 

hmxi\ ami aeuwt: o pi >ik. In ih, . >s >->.;,<. kmi >■ o, -«»r> uwrs 
rtifkmed as claimed, k-e a\»at- a de-scrip; ion which nooisi enable o»e of 
, the t i". - s ■ 



i 5 sins- U' u« ^ Hi i - -v'a ■- \ \ ; 
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'The < \ " \ contention that >«. wta i„ st , v sh< m < otu by Applicant ^o'fu «-< no 
sm««! isf sin- spmtfcafiea discusses partiti»niB|i a «»gie memory er.sry into wo or snore subeatrsW " 13 DOt the 

support relied on for enablement. Appellant was contused by ihe examiner's terse arguments in 
thai the examiner did not specifically \i out what groups the examiner had alluded to. 

xO the Appeal Brief Appel lant in response argued the lectures of partitioning of the 
* i o s j s > i I u ] or.> Aiunon 1 „ ■> ^ \.i,a' 

1 it was nin.- partiiam into entries and it s n i s i was the examiner's umeem. 

Support. &j he feature o the partition of entrie is depicted in each of FIGS. 4, 7-9. in 
Appellor's sp^On-.tK-!, tin -mnpms for these pmutum^ is desertoed, dot evrmnle a\ follows. 

CAM 54 allows the entries to be accessed in parallel so that all 
> < me of t \c e iti cs c< i be ci «. ie pe i d 

dete i licit s pr* 

of the entrie > 1 ot ex * nple oute t re 
packet 1) to its intended destination, a destination address stored 
in the packe st :-ared in pa al to id; res s red in tlu 
CAM 54 entries. If a match is detected, the particular CAM entry 
storing the matching data is used to identify a corresponding 

-s (e g, t 

> -v"- ^ 1 > M \t O^ '! V _ V 1 

" w t i.nsfh n\ \'A idv -m 1 Mnr vi w W nl v N 
the CAM entry identifies a location in the local memory 5o that 

^nsdim C ,, i I v v A v ( 1 ! <. v si 

nackei to its intended destination, if a match is not found, 
hires i eel 1 _ pa 
Ov ,f ^ k m m. i! 

e local memory 55. A * pat 
intended for the same destination the unmatched address (e.g., 

CAM entry is replaced with the unmatched address, however. 



"Id. 

' appeal Bnd page 10. 



c lis )kme ther CAM entry sol 

i que ■ 

' £ ! w o t. i . M \* 

address 0) stored In CAM entry 0, Use CAM entry identifies a location in the local memory 
56 that stores data (eg,, an Internet Protocol (IP) address). 6 

t >. i < v UP X v ' s ! <.v i *K ' ' (.1 , I v 

u » i. . n t . .oc "'content-addressable memory (CAM) 54 ! "' to 
i»i i \M ff'i is shown I'.fttn n " s > 
parallel and selectable independent of "In this example, each of the thirty-two CAM 54 
entries includes a 32-bit portion for storing data (e.g., MAC addresses) for comparing in 
parallel with other data (e.g., a MAC address associated with a received packet)."'' a second 
group of memory' entries in the memory device that is accessible m parade! . "(CAM 60 is shown 
with Entry 2d" 58 

tho examiner overlooks the functional! i ( c tot] m& the 

vvstwmioa i pimsfmuina of m^nsery. However, Appo lion pa \ide-. a ■ n<vel p miuon ma 
memory that is nsemf for example, in processing of network packets/" 



; ; ; MO. 4. HiK she Appellants px-cO;e;Uioa, p. : gc 9, lines 18-22 

Sec itip t ^ > ^ t - v J " the eacioscd hOe; . \ ^ -s 

(,1s ! ■> v i _ \ t < ul.s'i ] o; R \ M 

s ts , W, s ! Hod U S v M M *.\f 

memory to see if that data word is stored anywhere in it. If the data wo: 
W ^ v, 4i - > v v t 0 ^itr u .i il o ■> It aA«»: 

st i v.o . e e\ ' fseioi'-ls ! eh \>ad * -< \: s ed \ - 
\ ' \\\ t- tee hardware embodiment of what ' m fr.wuv terms would V 
m;soeh ii vc ■rren 
- >petL a - -■ ,.g t . s ij . N <- I 



Afjplicaoi ti;!iiisi;;s shcxinsUm ;if partitioning a (netnory device so produce the tw» groups of n;en»:>ry vBiris-s mjssjsred 

i ,iu I." 5 ", the examiner erroneous overlooked the section referred to above. Therefore, despite 
tl di i ii _ ^, 1 enabled, the 'caturo ofe oles 

c<Med * - - japii 

Claim 8 heir e ihe toinpuie; pr,d nun pn >duei analogue os ehnm \ end eLmu 15. kvee, ?hc 

> v ! 1 v I ill auNi't a. ^ ^ < ' v s *v> 

v>vs i „ 1 f , h t. v. s "> - sa at 

Ji hi . t ii \ s t C ^ v, i li ' 

likewise supported, as set forth above for claim 1. 

Claim! 
hi examn es al& ; jut > that 

However, Examiner rwjwctfuSSy jxn»« out that «f»im 2 JurUur feciits tJi*J a memory 
«>iry is «i!;!KU>i!c«(.Hic< s»i>-«8l«ies. Tha tiirt jwrtiesi of die spn-if:caiion ifiwusm ^ro»pii>g 
S8&e«irk-s voids ess i>« seieOeii iodeperukody a«d accessed ia paraiiei, but Vmra is a* 
ia*»a»» of memory eatiks b<-w>« s»arl't»;«<!£!«l as. c-tawtu-ti, \ei ak;«e a description wfeitfj won!:'! 
».'"i> bio -aae of ariiiaaryskU- is ihe a;-; ;■■ make she claims isveaJion. : ' 

i i s i M > \pjX.l i 1 11 Ut,l ,fl isvJk< u s MS 

' ii ( ' f t< _ .oho , x ' <. s Mi > <v n ore sivi'ikv"' 1 ' and t \o e esc t > o' > 
n M hlkv k si „u ii ki - - i u )"> ,e v 1 ' ! , N ( f . 00^ 'is. s . 

! s ) i *o \, e K 

figures. 

v tie x loch's c thai i v i \ eapa 
"> o I . '.MO two or more subcut ics tlu i at ,• ind \ du; . ^iccua Ic for use 

s. By produc subenlries, particular o s 1 



C l x v i f S x s v s p< id 
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for storing one type of data {e.g. MAC addresses) and selected for use in comparing the data irs 
s r,i us K a no . a n 2, 

Appellant did not Seek to: "„,, have the hoard believe thai the snheasrias diseased in ti« cited partei «f 
the specifkatias t ts u u'UunuKu'a !. liml \ppel it ti I CHt based OH 

he e c ed by the exam e: vhao. < enahk 

1 1 evci _ l i t \, t s.v x 

1 l* S i > "W. 1 K I iiV N < " C ^ - ^ K 

ii >en: s ; 

rheo i d y,t ti 



Again, ifce cited section of the spedncaaoo does no; disc a:*; how Jo partition the 
32 enisles of CAM 54 irdo a first and second group us- recited is the cisims. There is 
a stssttssvesst thai ti; c CSV? matter partitions the CAM into a particular »»mber of 
entries. However, there is no expiatiatioB of « has steps arc necessary a; perfonr: the 
recited parttHsming, and (here is no explanation of what causes one group of entries 
e s i j >< ! u opot'eairtt 

s tha ii view of the disc iss u - ia how ii 

partition the 32 entries is quite evident as an association of IP addresses to entries, as discussed 
above. 

\{ > i J < i f i la n ius It *U C \ \ ^ 'Ciu t. v e , 

V L t O t- v N V , S i '1 f * 1 Jit! v s > t S ( 

de;veu\: i: \yr i: a; - > ^ vs^ c tV e i 1 > - 



'The f'ixasniner respectfully runes that figures c-7 shew a phsraiity of exnajpkrs 
* . * ' \Ss m ! > \ s.i' >v <, . t n m<Jv I 4i.ii ( KM ts sin vsj; u s insn ng a anwU> 
of reciaHgtes. 3» figures o arid 7. each rectangle within the CAM is idenWficd as an 
euiry. la figures 4 and h„ entries are formed of tno reetoogies So i'sgere 5, three or 
HU«* rteiangk-s appear to be grouped into entries. Figures 3-7 show «o hardware 
which sveuki sapper; snaking new . ■■ :>:>;.• of eoirws selectable in parade; 
is dope! death oi a»oih« group of en Irk i. a»d, ia i >cf, do not appeas m shoe, 



is t n s >s >x 

s / Bxaitiitiers Ariscc/cx page 13. 
?s Id. page: 14. 
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e»trtes partitioned iaio groups, further, it is wndear from the description and the 
! s-asviags what each ret i i tU !- C vM Is parsed* 

Appellant contends that ii s c<un omhuu. and wvcpothk for as; appbeatn-n m } bs heCl of 
endeavor to use block diagrams on ilovv charts to describe the salient features of computer 
software and hardware, However, the exantmer errs in arguing that Appellant does not show 

( fn ^ a 1 , u n f a> 1 ( VI - a, u ^ > v n e ... .Combe 

it of s w > n , v m s e\uuied h\ Uie jwcvet e.igr.w 4\ s iarape ; \ 

partitions the CAM 54 into a particular number of entries," 

be^eo .iv i i t - , ^ ^ \ . « 

known prior art CAM would be necessary to implement the claimed invention." Rather, the 
ivoaikcht f . vk ■, ^ jC J v I r0\ ( • I > i: CAM with 

the partitions by the CAM .manager, as pointed out above. 

E w I •> s < 1 \ 5oa| o <o sit h i i e I J m S ! S 

ton , ^ - t \V , u > i ,. , v spece- i-l a CAM fhcitwecnot 

ntuji\i t !<. M el two v i it ! i > ' v j no e N ' 

< atto ! 1 u v ^ uli ti v „ 1 ' ' , M i , <. ^ a \ u 

ck-arh < s e ■oxo dice a no as argued above. 

S s s, k\ a U M } v ! v M ! f s ) 

CAM 54 to load different data types o.g„ MAC address**, IV addresses.! into each CAM ettsry and to seOO which data 
lype to use n dt eu»ne » potential Kaict, the CAM can b« ioadud n. one time period v (tvi: or mor* sifOrera 
nti t j i u,, 5 . <> o u ,,,, t os i i f s i 1 hi» ait! (.t i > i s i . ; s> - 

a v>t n t O N /OS ' L 11 L ( kn ^ 0 s 1 } <v 

indep examiner does not appreciate, ti i sc; 



pic,->CM:u;-: tisat tunctiOiiai "block CognmsO' wctv* msufticictit 10 caabk a pc,^,ci r,t t:\ ' ^ ... , . ! ; 

ciaim^J invesnioa, Acpekata dai ; bt^ that ihc giadancc in Uas case is iii use fid. 
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0 i , \ % u' v 1 > t v j s p i j jj s ^ v. I <. < k> { v 1 

ordinary skill m die art. The examiner also argues- thai: 

'fist-re is a« prior art of record that wwld indicate that (his particular 
eoaJlgaratios of memory partitioning is known. Applicant, by virhte or t eeisisig this 
f 1 i "< s ati s the so > ' ;li-->d recited ia s is alleging 

nrdisi ;n skid Hi the art I Shis particaiai coii! guratson of raemoo e»a%«r;stioa is 
k»ews ia the arf, as argued by Applicant ia the eifed section of the Appeal Brief, 
Uses; It »>««!(! apaear thai Applicant kss failed so ciaim what Aasiicaal e«mstfSers 
ihm invention." 

i ^ - ' 1 l 1 v. i 1 s t t X 

examiner can tell, neither describes nor suggests the feature of claim 1 . Nonetheless, in 
(.ppeHanrs pinioi he examine t s compelk e ; el i ) t the scope of the 

claim h\ iouu e>h t mC m allege iujUim r \rre1tm c c 

that this is wholh improper. Appellant has not claimed tlie.se features in means pins function 

!<M ! s H ', ! s I , x\ p „MO.,.t,l k 

Appellant has reeded a single, positive step, which is permitted, even by the Board's own 
precedents, 23 

1 s v I 0 \ sp!- Mt 1 ixil soems u, >t.,t threaded 

p&rtStiotiSag is well knows in the art; further suggesting thai the insta«l. application does n<A dsim what Applitanf 
COMidm K t ') n 

_ - IX f i !< t U s » v 

. \ u ivl tm b la e m daui i 

v. - 1 > r- th Hn h i tin .1 a,wvkXM] i i,s , MM , , > 

w sets forth 8 factors that mast he considered. Although ant expressly set em in iht FinaJ Oi'iiee Actios, the 

E.iariiiBor respcetirdh notes that several «f the factors were addressed/ 5 The examiner bad not addressed iTSOSl, 

i j s v s v t j 1 to >^ c ot.v i, r, 

o\i v . , m 

v. I ki'HM- ' I i , ,S , , - 

t S V < 26 }(>l I {Bd. Pat. App- V - 1086). 
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follows: 

11? e v > , a s 

The Bxanoner argues ? • > only disclosed embodiment 53 a CAM which is partitioned 
)V ink e loes not teac oik a or<B tary ski! ■ % . « 

invention asing a or a ROM, which arc no! <u > 1 Mi <. M v \S i «.<.«.>. <. %. 
k ( d s <. 1 I kl X 0 Ij \ 1 i 

to eos 'v vidxvv, c wemon&O rather than n, m s as in claim 1 \ ,< initial 
obst x out thai the taudi diss u ordin ) kii >u one skilled 1 

the art." Appellant also points out that a CAM is a memory device and that it is a specialized 
memory thai is implemented by RAM. 2 ' Therefore, Appellant contends dial claim 1 ? which 

> or> h "- is not overly broac t el s< 1 

Ck\my one > i 'ha t 1 > < \ i - V , J *s v i o n o a 1 >' > is to 1 s s j> 

gaming: of the subject matter by infringers that would argue had claim 1, been limited to a CAM, 
that the act mod indinajna, dc\ ice did not include a CAM. 

Cv ..a. a . .'v - . \ - r 

fbe : d aamoc; mas.<o mat " ...ifce nature of (he isvenBon, as recited i« i«(k-pe«a«t( dafm* 08, IS, 18,21, 
>i«si 24. .j ;'i'i!i!^si;,0.k- < \\5. sv a^cusxed iu the v.Kot.v.Uivi; \<*' f \i Si ; !!<e i' : ai:x:( ; ^h ii. : ;;t 52 Sim t. 

\ > vd i v <. d K " l t ! U \ m 5i> ' K \*S 

md; mommy device 



m. 

\ t 1 ' 5\ Sfl v. 

<\m <. t £ 1 sm m 

i'rom the exatnmer. 
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o - ^ ' or o! s 

' - i. \ - ' - 1 IU ^ w^s s> Hm, si j iWt i< I Jti v S ifK^^i.n 

N b ! ! < six \ » < f < ! b ) s i i !!K v \^ i< h I,! i v 

\{ >iK i S i H !i i i 1 1 S if i M i ! < f ..is. f U V 1 

its the art" 34 

t't^ U b yC v t ( > i i< 

1 i . ' .'iikil It < < J ^ § t > \ , 5 „ f, v . 

i v ' m ... <. <k s .Aichiags. 

V 0 , v <' A 

I N J i KcttuH MOlfSit*. til 1' < ) <i 

riiievaat to the eiamietl taveation, electronic computer memory systems.* - " ^ppeliani does no ft k J 
statement is at. all relevant or probative of the level of one of ordinary skill in the art. Appellant 
v ) , . $ s > v Mc t - i v«Hv%i in the art and that the level of that skill is very high. 

i\ n ;he art 

Appdhssn . ^-'0 y. -.\ l A> tha {U v'tectreuic c«*nptslw mcmon artistairb. p?^iR-«.iti:. 

( »TventOi 
w s v k " the »»lv direction provided by ihc inventor is thai the CAM manager 

partitions Hk «i«iicry, ;ss;<:i ih;ii the CAM manage!" may be inj ^hchjc;>- cti as microcode thai may be cheated on tbe 
packet processor a! pap 9 lines IS-2.2 of the specification. ... " >-M Appellant has A 



;i .0j'O A mVvMv.: «. t\ hoC 19 

By allowing CAM 54 to load dif&reiri d,-.),\ type?; (a g., MAC addresses, IP addresses,! inio each CAM entry mid 

! 'a trine a jx <mt! i \ ' 

with two or more ddAreni > iypos compared c ioadisig tise CAM ntidtiple n . vAih data types tor 

i i < \M 

' [ \ im\r - - ■> v " 

'' , Exarotacr's Answer ;>aa.e 20 
54 Id. 
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aeetSto he performed »y she CAM mana««( '« m tU Ui si , i > I i j * d n» ass!) 
need to he madi to an is a t<os%arahte CAM So make is inio a configurable « VM, and <vfcai, if am sig< ais would the 
a> *. CAM taeo«fistuteff.< < \M " Varv „ - 

>tV<. v. ! ' ' v. 1 v NX, 

s ^.pv <\pjv u vkv\ k\ \xhe o ^ idls wou c fu m !> - dc^ m i a , vn; icpcci to 
s v t s x •> f ! i v. s \, i < m 

addition, the various partitions are illustrated and enabled in the Figure? and the accompanying 

v VH ? It » v« x 

1 k existen vo ting examples 

The Examiner argues that: "Tfee Examiner Is not aware of atty wtirkiag examples of {fee claimed 
» H t ) s n } >i u s i u 1 1 1 , ( cot !{ i CAM so the lend tha 

weals* todksate the existence «f a working example.""* 5 Appellast notes that these are not needed in general 
>s' " v v 1 v jv c np s are shown j the figures 

> V 1 ' _S X 

Appellant contends that the examiner's argument that "the qaaatity <* ex^rimmmian medal by 

9nv of •>! dioai y skit sa tin at s having the (issdosare a! Site irotaat application to make she rtaomd ismattiois would oe 
approximately Mjaivaieai •<> the quantity of vxperiaRmsaskm required hy the invwtm- to ttiiiiaHy Invent the vbssm-o 
axt tn« \ v t_ ! 

oMiK ' tv <> <, l. ! K \\? i sa \ k . uks hat 

SNN - x f >i ^ k « «ai >i know « prior an CAM k> make a CAM tft»t may 

< ! v ~ -,!«> < vithout. merit a y&st n a si 

sU ,u* a 't. n . e t x it < a x v i s w ( >o s lu, out bow 
so :r c u;est ;n 

"Hi/ "' 



Tie.; Examiner respectfully submits that Applicant provides no farther 
argo-ncois as to how "partitioning a inesiiory device ie produce e. find group of 
memory entries ; ; . o:.; aceessihie in paralkd aod selectable its dependent of a second 
group 3f memos j entries in the fiseraorj device that is accessible s s parallel" »s 
recited in dairo i is eoshied by the disclosure -af ihi>i«sfa»t application, 5 '' 

However, the examine; ignores that since a <: AM searches all entries, it automatically 
.v v 1 l f • h e > - ». t i e 

C, „ ? i v. f i ^ _ _ 

The Examiner argues that: 

1 t si\ ' t >s t is ri ' oi < . retoc s pa v i i s 

describe the ehdmed invention in sniiieieni detail that one skilled i« the art cars 
reasaaabiy rondnde thai inveaior had possession oi the claimed Iftvcntioa. Sec, 
> 5 1 Xi > iti i ii 25 i > x . - 

<-s > M'M,\j uiUe > Matin ar ** >- I C i^O - 

O session may be shows variet waj dtimnw 

description (if an actual redoetion to practice, or by showing that cfst- ijjYcntsoa was 

! t I Si v 1 tiiS t Jl J )! 1 „s t t ( 

fonmiSas thai sltovs th it ths i«vtt <toa wa - cori;pk>ie, os In describing distinguishing 
idejstifying c sraeteri detent to s ippficant « mo tossession »t 

the claimed invention. See, e.g.. Pfaff v, Wdis Ek-vs., inc., 5>5 U.S. 55, 6S, .119 S.Ct. 
304,312*48 VSi'QU mi, 

AppelUu res > ct II y' submits that the examiner i sol prese? % > - aj p cabb 
authority thai requires proof of an actual reduction to practice of the subject matter of claims in 
predictable arts, because the examiner has incorrectly applied <r e , ' the so called Lilly 

h s I v j St Oi lit i H ' b C d\U I , V s «> ) - Ci C i i v. 

j men ct md i c nmenur he*, 

posses claimed in ve peciikatioii contains nu dions 

' no -ul- ,i t M f t \ st c SLN , \i jjjj-t scs foi Kieperccmh : ; 

^ ^ v v s l Vic C t I i I > 5! i > f ssm I 



' ' f , t S t t I i v. t > i j M 4' , s. ^ >\ t .! d S 

^" c E ! t > n s rill i 

Ubt' 
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